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Claims 24-35 have been added. The active claims are 1-35. 

The amendment at page 62, linesl4-15, replacing "the operating system" with -Tapestry 
operating system 312- has not been entered because the text is not at the location. 

The Examiner is unable to find what TAXi stands for or what it represents in the 
specification. 

Claims 1-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected as being incomplete for omitting essential elements, such omission 
amounting to a gap between the elements. See MPEP 2172.01. The omitted element is a table 
which stores the entries accessed and used by the table lookup circuitry and by the handler 
respectively. Other claims have similar defect. 

Claim 1 fails to recit what event causes the interrupt. Note that instruction addresses and 
memory state are not events. Although the claim recites that entries are accesed for use at each 
basic instruction cycle, the claim fails to recite at which point of time the interrupt handler is 
triggered to use the entry to make the decision. Other claims have similar defect. See claims 9, 
12, 18, 19 and 29 for example. 

Further with respect to calim 1, it appears that the handler is unable to make a decision as 
to whether to effect control of an architecturally- visible data manipultaion behavor or of a control 
transfer behavior of an instruction based on an entry describing a likelihood of the existence of an 
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alternate coding of the instruction. There is no apparant relationship between likelihood of 
existence and different behaviors. Other claims have similar defect. See claims 7, 14 and 24 for 



Claim 8 fails to recite further method steps in regard to the memory structure recited 
therein. For example, steps for translating addresses, steps for accessing page and steps for 
accessing entries within the page, etc. Note that its parent claim is a method claim and not an 
apparatus one. Other claims have similar defect. See claim 27. 

Scope of limitation of the following claim language is not clear: 

1. "the architectural definition of the instruction not calling for an interrupt" in line 12 of claim 1. 
Applicants are requested to identify the definition in the specification. Other claims have similar 
defect. See claims 19 and 29 for example. 

2. "an architecturally-visible data manipulation behavior or control transfer behavior of an 
instruction" in line 16 of claim 1. Applicants are requested to identify the definition in the 
specification. Other claims have similar defect. 

3. "non-supervisor mode program" in line 10 of claim 1. Applicants are requested to identify the 
definition in the specification. Other claims have similar defect. 

4. "different instrui ction" in cla im 3. It is not clear which instruction is a different instruction. 

In claim 2, there is no clear antecedent basis for "the content of a table entry" in line 6. 
In claim 5, it appears that the control of behavior per se is not related to changing of ISA. 
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The last paragraph of claim 10 is not understood. It is not clear what is being altered. It is 
not clear what is meant by "alter — in a manner incompatible with the architectural definition of 
the instruction". 

In claim 1 1, it is not clear at which point of time the table is accessed and the 
determination is ititiated. What triggers the table lookup and the initiation of determination? 

In claims 13, 14, 20 and 28 there is no relationship recited between interrupt and change 
of behavior. 

Claim 14 fails to recite functional relationship between the components. No meaningful or 
useful operation is seen from the claim. 

Function of the interrupt handler as recited in claim 21 is not clear in that an interrupt 
handler which is commonly for handling interrupt is recited for changing ISA. It appears other 
structures, other than just the interrupt handler, are required. 

Claim 22 is not understood. Scope of claim 22 is not clear. Further, it is not clear what is 
meant by "equivalent". The term is vague and indefinite. The two instruction text in the wherein 
clause of claim 22 have no clear antecedent basis. 

Dependency of claim 26 is not clear. 

Claims 30-35 have similar defects set forth above. 
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Applicants are requested to identify the following components in the drawings and the 
description thereof in the specification: 

1 . the table lookup circuitry, 

2. the table with entry having the likelihood description 

3. the interrupt circuitry and the handler, 

4. the meaning of "the architectural definition of the instruction not calling for an 
interrupt", and 

5. the description of the pipeline circuitry to effect control of an architecturally- visible data 
manipulation behavior and control transfer behavior. 

Note t hat claim lan gua ge should have su ppojrtJn.the.specification. 

Claims 24 and 30 are rejected under 35 USC 112, 1st paragraph, as those claims are 
impermissible single means claims containing undue breath. (See MPEP 2164.08 (a) and 2181). 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-13 and 19-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morley (5,751,982) in view of Woods (5,678,032). 

See at least background of the invention, summary of the invention and the description of 
Figures 3 and 4 in Morley. 
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Morley teaches a microprocessor chip, comprising: 

1. An instruction circuitry (CPU line 14, column 1), 

2. A table lookup circuitry (dispatcher), 

3. A table (16) having entries for indicating whether native code 18 or native code 26 should be 
accessed (therefore result in different behavior), 

4. An interrupt circuitry (the emulator) cooperatively designed with the instruction circuirty to 
trigger an interrupt (when the emulator encounters an instruction or frequentlyy executed 
instruction to be emulated). 

The only difference is that Morley did not specify that the instruction circuitry is a pipeline 
one. Instruction pipeline circuitry is well known in the art. Woods teaches an emulator having 
pipeline processor. Since both references are directed toward emulator and pipeline processor is 
well known in the art, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use a 
pipeline processor in Morley such that instruction execution can be pipelined. 

Claims 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morley 
(5,751,982) , Woods (5,678,032) further in view of Bianchi (6,006,029). 

Morley and woods disclose claim combination set forth above. Morley does not appear to 
have an address translator. However, Bianchi discloses an emulator having an address translator 
(item 5, column 18). Ti would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporated an address translator in Morley if address are required to be mapped or translated. 




